flow logically from the research aims, nor do the interpretations of the results flow logically from Table 1 . I believe the authors need to clarify the aims of the study, and differentiate between 'differences between groups' (i.e. on-shift versus off-shift, and workers versus partner) versus 'modification/interaction effects' (i.e. differences between workers and partners on on-shift and off-shift days). Accordingly, the analyses and reporting of the analyses should be adjusted to reflect the aims (See comment 6 as well). 4. Data management and analysis: I do not see any interaction terms in the Equations 1 while they are described in the text. Please provide these interaction terms. 5. Data management and analysis: Potential confounders were not included in the analyses, for example type of shift (night, day, mixed) . Please provide arguments for why this was not done, or include a study of confounding factors in your analyses. 6. Results: The results reported in Table 1 should be interpreted solely for the purpose of interaction effects; differences between groups interpreted from the table may not be meaningful. If identifying group differences is an aim of the study, models without interaction effects should be presented for those health behaviors for which interaction effects are not statistically significant. 7. Discussion: The discussion may need to be adjusted after the aims of the paper have been clarified and the results presented in a more meaningful way. 8. Figure 1 & 2: The figures are difficult to interpret: dashed red or blue lines of individual participants cannot be differentiated. I suggest summarising the results in a more meaningful way. This may be done by reporting (daily) summary statistics of workers vs partners and by showing on-shift days separately from (yet sideby-side to) off-shift days. Minor issues 9. Introduction: Both on-and off-shift periods are relevant for your study. To help understand the context of the study please provide some brief information regarding the duration of the off-shift periods, as you have done with the on-shift periods.
REVIEWER

Lauren Terhorst University of Pittsburgh
REVIEW RETURNED
19-Jun-2018
GENERAL COMMENTS
This is a well-written paper describing an EMA study of behavior patterns of fly-in, fly-out workers. I just have one suggestion for a minor revision that may strengthen the paper. It's unclear if this is a dyadic analysis or if it's a subgroup analysis of workers and partners. The sample contains workers and partners who are not matched, but also contains workers and partners who are matched (n=19). How were the matched partners handled in the analysis? It seems that a dyadic approach to consider the correlated partners may be more appropriate than lumping them with the unmatched sample.
VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
Reviewer: 1 1. Throughout the paper, including the title, it is suggested that the paper describes health behavior patterns. However, I believe that the paper does not describe patterns. Patterns may entail a sophisticated description of time-use, or alternatively a description of associations between the health behaviours (e.g. are those who exercise less during on-shift periods also those who smoke more?). Therefore, I would recommend omitting the word 'pattern' from the paper. 3. Data management and analysis: The choice of multilevel analysis is appropriate for this dataset that includes nested data. However, the data-analysis and results reported in Table 1 do not flow logically from the research aims, nor do the interpretations of the results flow logically from Table 1 . I believe the authors need to clarify the aims of the study, and differentiate between 'differences between groups' (i.e. on-shift versus off-shift, and workers versus partner) versus 'modification/interaction effects' (i.e. differences between workers and partners on on-shift and offshift days). Accordingly, the analyses and reporting of the analyses should be adjusted to reflect the aims (See comment 6 as well). Table 1 should be interpreted solely for the purpose of interaction effects; differences between groups interpreted from the table may not be meaningful. If identifying group differences is an aim of the study, models without interaction effects should be presented for those health behaviors for which interaction effects are not statistically significant.
We revised the analyses as recommended. Specifically we conducted one set of models testing only the direct effects of day (off-shift vs on-shift) and status (worker vs partner) on the outcomes. Then conducted a second set of models in which the moderation effect was tested. The data analyses and results sections have been modified accordingly. In general, these revisions, along with the adjustment to account for partner-level nesting of the data (see our response to reviewer 2's comment), tended to reveal more statistically significant results for differences between on-shift and off-shift days of the different health behaviors.
7. Discussion: The discussion may need to be adjusted after the aims of the paper have been clarified and the results presented in a more meaningful way. 9. Introduction: Both on-and off-shift periods are relevant for your study. To help understand the context of the study please provide some brief information regarding the duration of the off-shift periods, as you have done with the on-shift periods.
Indeed we did need to make revisions to the abstract and discussion
Although we appreciate your point regarding the importance of describing the duration of off-shift periods as well; unfortunately the aggregate statistics are not available on that.
Reviewer: 2 This is a well-written paper describing an EMA study of behavior patterns of fly-in, fly-out workers. I just have one suggestion for a minor revision that may strengthen the paper. It's unclear if this is a dyadic analysis or if it's a subgroup analysis of workers and partners. The sample contains workers and partners who are not matched, but also contains workers and partners who are matched (n=19). How were the matched partners handled in the analysis? It seems that a dyadic approach to consider the correlated partners may be more appropriate than lumping them with the unmatched sample. 
GENERAL COMMENTS
The authors have adequately addressed reviewer feedback.
REVIEWER
Suzanne Merkus
National Institute of Occupational Health, Norway REVIEW RETURNED 23-Oct-2018
GENERAL COMMENTS
I am happy with the revisions made by the authors. The paper is clear and well-written. I only have a two minor comments that need addressing before publication: 1. As far as I know, R is at version '3' rather than '31'. This is likely a typo, but please adjust. 2. Figure 1 is missing from the manuscript, please provide it in the final document.
VERSION 2 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
-The manuscript title has been altered to include the study design -'Health Behaviors in Australian Fly-In, Fly-Out Workers and Partners during On-and Off-Shift Days: An Ecological Momentary Assessment Study' -Indeed, R is at version '3' not '31', thank you for noting this mistake. We have amended this to reflect the correct version.
-We have ensured that both Figure 1 and Figure 2 have been uploaded in '
Step 3: File Upload' as 'Images' and noted in 'number of figures'.
